Advanced learners' comprehension of discourse connectives: the role of L1 transfer across on-line and off-line tasks.
I. Introduction
In a text or a discourse, sentences are linked together coherently, and such coherence is often marked by the use of discourse connectives (e.g. Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Mann & Thompson, 1988; Sanders, Spooren & Noordman, 1992; Knott & Dale, 1994) . For example, in (1) the connective if conveys a conditional relation between the event of not waking up in time and the event of calling a taxi and in (2) the connective while conveys a contrastive relation between people's reaction in New York and in Texas.
(1) I will take a train to go to the meeting. If I don't wake up in time tomorrow, I will call a taxi.
(2) The admission policy for foreign students is variable across universities. While in some of them all students can enrol, in others there is an entrance examination.
The meaning conveyed by connectives is crucial for building coherence between discourse segments. Indeed when a connective conveys a relation that is not compatible with the semantic content of the segments that it relates, reconstructing the intended coherence becomes difficult.
For example, if the conditional connective if in (1) is replaced by the temporal connective when as in (3), or if the contrastive connective while is replaced by the conditional connective if as in (4), the intended coherence between the segments is lost.
(3) ? I will take a train to go to the meeting. When I don't wake up in time tomorrow, I will call a taxi.
(4) ? The admission policy for foreign students is variable across universities. If in some of them all students can enrol, in others there is an entrance examination. 1 and French-speaking learners produce contrastive relations incorrectly with if as in (4) in 13% of the cases 2 , confirming that these production errors are far from systematic. In order to address the question of learners' competence with connectives, production data must be complemented by controlled experiments of language comprehension. We discuss the tasks that can be used to assess the comprehension of connectives in Section II.2.
A second open issue from the literature concerns the causes of these non native-like uses. Granger & Tyson (1996: 22) attribute the overuse of corroborative connectives such as in fact, indeed and actually in English by native French-speakers to the frequent use of the connective en effet in French, in other words to L1 transfer. But Tapper (2005: 124) notes that a similar overuse is found in texts from Swedish native speakers, and concludes that this phenomenon could be a "shared learner language feature". In order to assess the role of L1 transfer for learners' non native-like use of connectives, several cases or errors that are related to licensed uses in different languages must be included in controlled experiments.
Finally, in theoretical studies of discourse connectives, it has been argued for a long time that connectives do not encode a concept, contrary to most other lexical items, but a procedure instructing the hearer on how to reconstruct the coherence relation between discourse segments (e.g. Ducrot, 1980) . Further work has since demonstrated that procedural meaning is characteristically difficult to access consciously even for adult speakers in their L1 (Sperber & 1 Learners produced 49 incorrect conditional relations with when and 622 correct conditional relations with if.
2 Learners produced 12 incorrect contrastive relations with if and 80 correct occurrences with while or whereas.
II. Discourse connectives

Importance for text processing and comprehension
The importance of discourse connectives for text processing and comprehension has long been demonstrated in the literature involving adult native speakers. Many studies report for example that when sentences are linked together by a connective, the second segment is read faster compared to relations conveyed by juxtaposing segments (Britton et al., 1982; Haberland, 1982; Sanders & Noordman, 2000) . Some studies also report that readers have a better recall of the content of the relation when a connective is used (Caron, Micko & Thüring, 1988 ). In addition, readers generate more inferences from discourse relations conveyed by connectives compared to implicit relations (Millis, Golding & Barker, 1995; Degand, Lefèvre & Bestgen, 1999) and they also answer questions faster (Millis & Just, 1994) . Even young readers benefit from the presence of connectives (Mouchon, Fayol & Gaonac'h, 1995; Cain & Nash, 2011 , van Silfhout et al., 2014 . Conversely, when connectives are not correctly used to mark coherence relations, Paper published in: Second Language Research DOI: 10.1177/0267658315573349 8 processing is disrupted (Murray, 1997; Ferstl & van Cramon, 2001 ). In the field of second language learning, Degand and Sanders (2002) found that readers benefit from the presence of connectives in both their first and second languages, as demonstrated by their increased ability to answer off-line comprehension questions about the text when connectives were used. What is however not known from this body of literature is how learners process the meaning of connectives during reading and whether L1 transfer influences their understanding of connectives in a foreign language. These questions are addressed in the present paper.
Methods for studying knowledge of connectives
The most frequent methods used in the literature to assess subjects' perception of the adequacy of a connective in a given context are sentence completions tasks and judgment tasks (for a combination of these methods, see Cain & Nash, 2011; Zufferey, 2012) . While completion tasks provide information about subjects' preferences for a connective over another in a given linguistic environment, judgment tasks directly reflect participants' perception of the linguistic and pragmatic contexts in which a connective can and cannot be used. In our experiments, we use a judgment task in order to determine whether learners are able to detect non native-like uses of connectives and to rate them as inappropriate.
Off-line tasks such as the ones described above reflect participants' conscious evaluation of connectives, but they do not provide information about the way readers intuitively process the information conveyed by connectives in the course of utterance interpretation.
In order to study learners' intuitive reactions to non native-like uses, on-line measures such as self-paced reading (Sanders & Noordman, 2000; Zufferey, 2014) and eye-tracking (Traxler, Paper published in: Second Language Research DOI: 10.1177/0267658315573349 9 Bybee & Pickering, 1997; Canestrelli, Mak & Sanders, 2013 ) must be used. The self-paced reading method provides information about the reading times of each pre-defined segment of the sentence. The rationale behind this method is that increased processing effort in one experimental condition (e.g. the inappropriate use of a connective) is visible in the longer reading times compared to other conditions (e.g. the appropriate use of a connective). In addition to measures of reading times, eye-tracking also provides information about which parts of the sentence readers go back to during processing, in other words about regressions. Eyetracking also provides a more natural assessment of reading behaviors compared to self-paced reading, because sentences are read as a whole and not divided into segments appearing consecutively on the screen. For these reasons, we use eye-tracking to assess learners' intuitive reaction to native-like and non native-like uses of connectives.
In many experiments, on-line and off-line methods have provided a diverging picture of language acquisition, with children typically showing an earlier implicit comprehension in online tasks compared to off-line tasks in experiment targeting procedural words like pronouns and connectives (Sekerina, Stromswold & Hestvik, 2004; Cain & Nash, 2011 Differences between on-line and off-line tasks have also been found to affect the role of L1
transfer. Roberts, Gullberg and Indefrey (2008) report that German-speaking learners perform on a par with native Dutch speakers on the resolution of ambiguous subject pronouns in an offline task, contrary to Turkish-speaking learners who reached a lower performance. L1 transfer seems to cause this difference, as German is a nonnull subject language like Dutch, whereas
Turkish is a null subject language. A similar transfer effect was however not found in an eyetracking experiment, as both groups of learners performed lower than native speakers. The authors conclude that the processing limitations experienced by learners in an on-line task had overridden transfer effects.
In order to reach a full picture of learners' comprehension of connectives, we use both an offline judgment task testing learners' conscious evaluation of the meaning of connectives, and an on-line task assessing their intuitive perception during reading. We discuss the hypotheses related to each task in the next Section.
III. Hypotheses
One of our goals is to assess whether the non native-like uses of connectives evidenced in learners' productions reflect an inaccurate comprehension of connectives. If these production errors are solely due to performance limitations but do not reflect a lack of competence, we expect learners to have either equal scores as native speakers on both comprehension tasks or lower performances in the on-line task only, reflecting processing limitations in L2 similar to those evidenced in previous work (Roberts et al., 2008; Hopp, 2010 One possible scenario is that learners' ability to understand connectives in L2 results from positive transfer from their L1, and that they only misunderstand them when negative transfer occurs. Another scenario is that more general limitations in proficiency prevent learners from understanding the meaning of all connectives in L2, regardless of their relations to their L1.
These two scenarios will be tested in our experiments by comparing two types of non nativelike uses. If L1 transfer is involved, Dutch-speaking learners should not be sensitive to typical "Dutch errors" but should be as sensitive as native speakers to typical "French errors" whereas for French-speaking learners the expectations are reversed. If L1 is not the most decisive factor, but general limitations of proficiency are, no differences should be found between the Frenchspeaking and the Dutch-speaking learners, and the native speakers of English should outperform the two groups.
IV. Participants and materials for the two comprehension experiments
In order to compare advanced learners' competence across on-line and off-line tasks, the same participants took part in both experiments. In this section, we report the linguistic profile of the English-, Dutch-, and French-speakers who participated in the experiments and describe the materials that we used across the two experiments.
Participants
The participants were 32 advanced Dutch-speaking learners of English (28 22-39 years). All participants had normal or corrected to normal vision and were paid for their participation.
Evaluation of proficiency
French-and Dutch-speakers' proficiency in English was assessed with two different measures, chosen to provide indications about overall proficiency. First, they were asked to fill in the LEAP-Q2007 self-assessment questionnaire, which has been found to be a reliable indicator of global language performance (Marian, Blumenfeld & Kaushanskaya, 2007) . From this questionnaire, we recorded subjects' overall self-rating of proficiency across the three dimensions of speaking, understanding spoken language and reading. In each dimension, participants could evaluate their proficiency on a 1 to 10 scale. Therefore, the best possible global proficiency score was 30. We also recorded subjects' evaluation of their reading skills separately as our tasks included a reading experiment. In this case, the best score was 10. In the questionnaire, participants also had to list their other foreign languages and estimate their level of proficiency in each of them.
After filling in the questionnaire, participants were asked to take the LexTALE vocabulary test (Lemhöfer & Broersma, 2012) (Lemhöfer & Broersma, 2012) . Based on the LexTALE scores, one French-speaking participant was removed from the experiment.
Results from the measures of proficiency are reported in Table 1 .
* INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE *
A one-way between subjects ANOVA was performed to assess differences of scores at the LexTALE between the three populations. Results indicate that there is a difference of scores between groups [F(2; 84) = 58, p < 0.001]. Post-hoc comparisons using the Bonferroni test indicate that the mean score of native English speakers is significantly higher than the means of the two groups of learners (English versus Dutch: p < 0.001; English versus French: p < 0.001).
The mean scores of Dutch-and French-speaking learners do not differ (p = 1.0). Their score is in addition very close to the mean score reported by LexTALE for a large group of advanced learners (70.7%), which provides some confirmation that our samples are made of advanced learners.
Independent sample t-tests were also performed to assess the differences of proficiency measured through self-assessment between the two groups of learners. Results indicate that Taken together, the scores of the two groups of learners on self-assessment and LexTALE indicate that potential differences between groups in our experiments cannot be attributed to global differences of proficiency between them.
In the LEAP-Q2007 questionnaire, none of the Dutch-speaking participants reported having more than a basic knowledge of French and none of the French-speaking participants reported having more than a basic knowledge of Dutch. English-speaking participants had on average a basic knowledge of French and an intermediate knowledge of Dutch (the latter follows from the fact that the experiment was run in Utrecht and many of the participants had been living in the Netherlands for a while).
Materials
For the if and the when native and non native-like uses of connectives, 16 sentences were created in two different versions: one version contained the correct connective and the other version contained the incorrect connective typically produced by learners because of L1
transfer. Example (5) illustrates the case of a conditional sentence involving the incorrect use of when (5a) and its correct equivalent with if (5b). Example (6) illustrates a contrastive sentence with an incorrect use of if (6a) and its correct version with while (6b).
(5) a. The kids don't look very tired today. When they don't take a nap now, we can go out for a walk.
b. The kids don't look very tired today. If they don't take a nap now, we can go out for a walk.
(6) a. The admission policy for foreign students is variable across universities. If in some of them all students can enroll, in others there is an entrance examination.
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A temporal marker was systematically inserted at the end of the first clause of conditional sentences with when in order to exclude the possibility of a temporal reading. In example (5), this element is now. In the case of contrastive sentences with if, a lexical contrast was systematically inserted in the two clauses in order to prevent a conditional reading. In example (6), the contrast is marked by the opposition between some and others.
Correct uses of when with a temporal meaning and if with a conditional meaning were also included in order to prevent subjects from inferring that all the uses of connectives in the experiment were incorrect. Uses of if with a conditional meaning were already represented in the data, in the correct version of the conditional sentences. We therefore only added eight sentences with when to mark temporal relations, as illustrated in (7). In these sentences, a temporal marker of past, compatible with when, was always inserted at the end of the first clause to encourage a temporal reading (for example 'ten years ago' in example 7).
(7) Mary and John are very happily married. When they first met ten years ago, they fell in love with each other instantly.
A full list of experimental items is provided in Appendix A. The materials also included 32
filler sentences consisting of relative clauses with correct and incorrect uses of who and whom as in (8) and (9) following the rules presented in grammars of English (Leech & Svartvik, 1994) . (9) a. Max has seven teachers in his school this year. The teacher whom you met at the class meeting is teaching geography.
b. Max has seven teachers in his school this year. The teacher who you met at the class meeting is teaching geography.
The distinction between who and whom is however not clear-cut anymore in contemporary
English. The use of whom especially has become rare even in the written mode (Aarts & Aarts, 2002) , and who is now used in subject and object relative clauses. As a result, English speakers do not have strong intuitions about the grammaticality of whom, which led Lasnik and Sobin (2000) to argue that whom is not part of the Present-Day English case system, but works as extra-grammatical support for a set of ad hoc rules and therefore represents an object of instruction rather than natural language acquisition. Because of these features, the who/whom alternation represented a valuable case of filler sentences for our experiments. First, they target a different area of the grammar compared to connectives (relative clauses). Second the fact that whom is highly marked in subject relatives should raise subjects' awareness to the fact that some uses of connectives in the experiments are not part of the target language system.
V. Eye-tracking experiment
In order to assess learners' reactions to connectives during reading, we performed an eyetracking experiment with the materials described in Section IV.
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Apparatus and Procedure
The experiment was run using an EyeLink 1000 eye-tracker, sampling one eye at 500 Hz with a tracking range of 32 degrees horizontally and 25 degrees vertically. The gaze position accuracy is 0.5 degrees. For all subjects, the right eye was sampled. The system was piloted by the ZEP software (Veenker, 2013).
Participants were tested individually in a booth at the university. Before the experiment began, participants were informed about the procedure and asked to read the instructions provided to them on paper. The experiment began by a calibration procedure followed by a validation.
During this procedure, participants had to fixate a sequence of dots appearing on various locations on the screen. The experiment itself began with a trial of four practice items.
In total, every subject read 72 sentences, divided into 32 filler sentences (16 subject relatives with who or whom, and 16 object relatives with who or whom) and 40 sentences containing a connective: sixteen conditional relations with either correct if or incorrect when, sixteen contrastive relations with correct while or incorrect if, and eight correct temporal relations with when. For each sentence, the two versions were divided into two lists, so that each list always contained only one version of each sentence. The order of experimental items and fillers was randomized.
Verification statements were evenly distributed over all stimuli and randomly inserted in about 25% of the sentences. For example, the (false) statement following (5) was "The kids look ill today". These statements were designed to assess participants' level of attention. Subjects entered their answers to these statements by pressing the 'yes' or 'no' button box situated in front of them in the eye-tracking booth.
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Analysis
Subjects obtained a mean score of 96% on the verification statements (lowest score 75%) and consequently no subject was removed from the analysis.
For the purposes of the analysis, sentences containing connectives were divided into the following five regions: Prior to analyses, all reading time measures diverging from more than two standard deviations from both the participant's mean and the item's mean for one region in a particular condition were treated as missing data. This led to a removal of < 1% of the data.
Results
We report mean reading times for conditional sentences with correct uses of if and incorrect uses of when per sentence region and per language group in We first analyzed the correct and incorrect conditional relations. In Region 1, containing the segment preceding the connective, and in Region 5, containing the last words of the sentence, the analysis did not return any main effects or any interactions for any of the four processing measures. Several reliable main effects were found however in the critical regions.
In Region 2, containing the connective and the subject and verb of the first clause, there was a Reading times were longer and regressions more numerous in the incorrect condition.
There were no interactions of Language and Connective across both F1 and F2 for any of the measures. The three groups thus had a similar reaction to the incorrect use of when.
We report the mean reading times for contrastive sentences with correct uses of while and incorrect uses of if per sentence region and per language group in Table 3.   * INSERT TABLE 3 Subjects spent more time rereading this portion of the sentence in the incorrect condition.
Discussion
Using an eye-tracking experiment, we measured the processing of sentences in which a connective conveying a relation incompatible with the semantic meaning of the segments was inserted. The two incorrect uses of connectives included in the experiment were meant to probe the role of L1 transfer for learners' ability to detect them. We found that advanced learners are as sensitive to all incorrect uses of connectives as native English speakers. In other words, learners were immune to transfer effects. Indeed, we found only one interaction of Connective and Language in the whole analysis. In view of these results, it seems that learners are as competent as native speakers with connectives and that the production errors evidenced in the literature do not result from a deficit in comprehension.
It is noticeable that the difference in reading times between the correct and the incorrect version of the sentence appeared very early for both relations: immediately after the connective for the incorrect use of when in conditional relations and at the end of the first clause for the incorrect use of if in contrastive relations. In both cases, these effects precede the point where lexical indications rendering the sentence incompatible with a temporal or a conditional interpretation were inserted. This means that other cues from the preceding linguistic context already make the interpretation indicated by the connective implausible, and that subjects constantly integrate new elements and actively seek to build a coherent representation as the sentence unfolds. In the 1997) and not only at the end of the sentence, as was initially believed (e.g.
Millis & Just, 1994).
In the eye-movement data, the two relations included in the experiment led to different patterns of readings. In the case of when misused with a conditional meaning, readers slowed down immediately after reading the incorrect connective and went back to the previous sentence, presumably checking the context against which to build a temporal relation. Even though the first-pass reading times were not longer in the next regions, subjects kept on regressing to the previous regions of the sentence. The effect found in total fixation time across the two regions forming the first clause of the sentence indicates that subjects also read them again when they failed to build a coherent relation between segments in later regions. In the case of if misused with a contrastive meaning, readers did not immediately slow down at any region in first-pass reading. However, as soon as they reached the end of the first clause, they started regressing to previous regions. In addition, the effect in total fixation time found across all critical regions, from the words immediately following the connective to the first part of the second clause, Paper published in: Second Language Research DOI: 10.1177/0267658315573349 24 indicates that subjects read these portions of the sentence again once they failed to derive a coherent relation after the first reading. The fact that French-speakers did not spend more time in the connective region in the incorrect condition, contrary to the Dutch-and English speakers, indicates that they may be more tolerant towards this use, even though they clearly detect its inappropriateness. The effect produced by when already during the first-pass reading of words immediately following the connective might also reflect the fact that this error is more salient than the incorrect use of if in contrastive relations. Participants' judgments of both errors in the next Section will shed further light on this phenomenon.
VI. Grammaticality judgment task
Immediately after participating in the eye-tracking experiment, subjects were asked to evaluate the grammaticality of a subset of the sentences created for the eye-tracking experiment. The same sentences were used in both tasks because our aim was to evaluate whether participants had noticed the incorrect uses that they had just read and would consciously evaluate them as such. We report results from this task in this section.
Materials
Subjects were presented with 25 experimental items with the following repartition: 5 correct conditional if, 5 incorrect contrastive if, 5 correct contrastive while, 5 incorrect conditional when, and 5 correct temporal when. Twenty sentences per condition from the filler sentences were also selected in the following manner: 5 subject relative with who, 5 subject relative with
Paper published in: Second Language Research DOI: 10.1177/0267658315573349 25 whom, 5 object relative with whom, 5 object relative with who. Finally, 10 sentences containing very obvious mistakes were inserted in order to assess the vigilance of our participants. These sentences played a similar role as the verification statements used in the eye-tracking experiment. Five of these sentences contained an inappropriate subject-verb agreement as in (10) and five contained an irregular verb conjugated with a regular -ed past tense form (11).
The task contained a total of 55 sentences.
(10) The children does not like to play outside. They prefer to watch TV all afternoon.
(11) Ella was surprised to see you this morning. She thinked that you were abroad.
Procedure
Immediately after participating in the eye-tracking experiment, subjects were told that they were going to see again a selection of the sentences from the eye-tracking experiment on paper. They were asked to read them silently and to judge them as either correct or incorrect by ticking a box. If a sentence was judged to be incorrect, they were instructed to circle the mistake in the sentence. The task did not include any time constraint, in order to allow access to explicit knowledge (Loewen).
Scoring
For every accurate rating of a sentence (correct sentences rated as correct and incorrect ones rated as incorrect), one point was credited. For every condition, the maximum score was 5, if all cases were correctly identified. The possible mean score for each condition therefore varies between 0 and 5 for all participants. The score given in Table 4 is the mean score obtained per
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Results
Results from the grammaticality judgment task are reported in Table 4 
Discussion
We conducted a grammaticality judgment task in order to assess whether advanced learners could identify non native-like uses of connectives in a task requiring them to consciously reflect about the grammaticality of sentences. We also tested whether a transfer effect was affecting their ability to detect these errors. The main result from this task is that contrary to the on-line data, a clear transfer effect is observed for both populations of learners, as French-speakers perform significantly lower on the contrastive uses of if and Dutch-speakers on the conditional uses of when. It is also noticeable that, with the exception of these transfer effect cases, learners' scores are not significantly different from the performance of native English-speakers. This finding rules out the interpretation that learners have generalized problems with the mastery of connectives in a foreign language. Learners' proficiency is also apparent from their high scores with correct uses of connectives, which never differ from that of native English speakers. This task thus reveals that learners do not have a native-like ability to consciously evaluate the correct and incorrect uses of connectives only when their L1 produces negative transfer effects.
Another interesting result from this experiment is native English speakers score at ceiling with target-like uses but not with non target-like uses. This result corroborates previous findings
Paper published in: Second Language Research DOI: 10.1177/0267658315573349 28 indicating that native speakers judge more confidently and with a higher accuracy acceptable uses of connectives compared to unacceptable ones (Zufferey, 2012; 2014) . The absence of ceiling effects for native speakers is however not problematic for the comparisons that we make in the experiment. Indeed, the crucial point that appears clearly in the data is that non native-like uses are judged in a similar manner by native speakers and learners as long as they are not part of their L1, but very differently by learners for whom this is a frequent use of a similar connective in their L1.
It is also noticeable that the scores obtained by the group of English speakers are not equal across the two errors, as they identified with more accuracy the incorrect use of when in conditional relations than incorrect uses of if in contrastive relations. This effect cannot be due to the linguistic profile of our group of native speakers, as they reported a higher level of proficiency in Dutch than in French, and should therefore be more lenient with the when cases, if their score reflected the influence of a second language. We argue that this difference can instead be related to the frequency of conditional sentences conveyed with if compared to contrastive relations marked with while. Indeed, contrastive connectives such as while and whereas are used much less frequently compared to the conditional connective if in the large corpus data from the Penn Discourse Tree Bank (The PDTB Research Group, 2007) . It is therefore plausible that the less clear-cut intuitions of native speakers reflect the fact that they use them less frequently. Native speakers' hesitations are also noticeable from the fact that they do not score at ceiling on their rating of correct uses of while, contrary to the more frequent connectives if and when. This confirms that even native speakers do not have clear-cut intuitions about some connectives that are not frequently used in their mother tongue.
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VII. General discussion
In this paper, our aims were twofold. First, we complemented the literature on production data with two comprehension experiments, in order to assess whether the production errors evidenced in previous work reflected genuine problems in comprehension. Second, we assessed the role of L1 transfer for learners' ability to detect non native-like uses of connectives.
Results from the off-line judgment task clearly demonstrated that advanced learners' persisting problems with connectives come from negative transfer effects from their L1 rather than from generalized limitations in proficiency. Indeed, learners were as able as native speakers to identify both correct uses of connectives and incorrect uses provided that they did not correspond to licensed uses in their L1. Transfer effects were however not evidenced in the online eye-movement data, as both groups of learners and native English speakers reacted in an identical manner to all uses. Thus, contrary to the pronoun resolution task of Roberts et al.
(2008), our on-line task did not involve additional processing load affecting the performance of learners during reading. This result indicates that processing load varies depending on the nature of the linguistic phenomenon under study, and future work should seek to explore further the causes of these differences.
Our on-line and off-line comprehension experiments also revealed important differences between learners' intuitive and conscious knowledge of connectives in a foreign language. Our on-line eye-tracking experiment revealed that advanced learners reach a native-like implicit ability to understand connectives in L2, but their intuitions are not translated into explicit judgments. In the latter case, learners seem to apply the rules governing the use of connectives Another important dimension for future work will be to assess whether the effects reported in Finally, an interesting follow-up for our experiments will consist in testing whether applying time constraints in an off-line task, for example in the form of a speeded grammaticality judgment task (e.g. Meng & Bader, 2000) , affects the pattern of results. Indeed, under time constrains, subjects may come to rely more on their intuitive than explicit knowledge, and this may provide some additional information about their intuitive understanding of connectives. 
Temporal relations
33. There isn't any coffee left in the coffee machine. When you go shopping tomorrow, make sure to buy some. 34. Mary and John are very happily married. When they first met ten years ago, they fell in love with each other instantly. 35. Sarah is a spoiled princess. When her mother refused to buy her a toy yesterday, she started a dreadful tantrum. 36. David is a very dedicated teacher. When some of his students failed their exam last spring, he spent extra hours helping them. 37. There are many beautiful beaches on the Spanish coast. When the weather gets a bit warmer over the summer, we can go to one of them. 38. Jane enjoys knitting a lot. When she had some free time during the holidays last month, she made three jumpers for her children. 39. Lara is quite fluent in French. When we go to Paris next weekend, you will be surprised to hear how well she speaks. 40. Flynn is an excellent skier. When he was in his twenties, he won a number of international competitions.
